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Neither of these two important contributions to the Marxist- 
Leninist understanding of the-problems of war has hitherto been 
published in English. 

The first, A Lecture on War, was delivered by Lenin on May 
27th (14th), 1917, in Petrograd, but not published until 1929, 


when it appeared in Pravda (April 23rd), The second, which we’ 


have called Pacifism and the Workers, was written in the autumn 
of 1916, and published in Jugend Internationale (Nos. 9 and 10) 
in September and October 1917. 
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A LECTURE ON WAR 


THE question of war and revolution has been so often discussed 
lately in the whole press and at every public meeting that in all 
probability many of you are not only quite familiar with many 
sides of this question, but are bored with it. I have not had an 
opportunity of speaking, or even of being present, at any Party or 
public meeting in this district, and so | may repeat, or not deal in 
sufficient detail with, those sides of the question that greatly 
interest you. 

It seems to me that the main thing that is usually forgotten in 
the question of the war, which receives inadequate attention, the 
main reason why there is so much controversy, and, | would say, 
futile, hopeless and aimless controversy, is that people forget the 
fundamental question of the class character of the war; why the 
war broke out; the classes that are waging it; the historical and 
historico-economic conditions that gave rise to it. From what I 
have observed of the manner in which the question of the war is 
presented at public and Party meetings, I am convinced that the 
numcrous misunderstandings which have arisen in connection 
with it are due to the fact that in discussing the war we very often 
speak in totally different languages. 

From the point of view of Marxism, that is, of modern scientific 
Socialism, the fundamental question for Socialists in discussing 
how this war should be appraised, and what our attitude towards 
it should be, is the objects of the war and the classes which pre- 
pared for it and directed it. We Marxists are not among those who 
are absolutely opposed to all war. We say: our object is to achieve 
the Socialist system of society, which, by abolishing the division 
of mankind into classes, by abolishing all exploitation of man by 
man, and of one nation by other nations, will inevitably abolish all 
possibility of war. In the war for this Socialist system of society, 
however, we will inevitably meet a situation in which the class- 
struggle in each nation may collide with a war, caused by this very 
class-struggle, between different nations. For this reason we cannot 
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deny the possibility of revolutionary wars, that is, of wars arising 
out of the class struggle, conducted by revolutionary classes, and 
having direct, immediate, revolutionary significance. We cannot 
deny this particularly because the history of European revolutions 
during the past century, the past 125 to 135 years, shows that in 
addition to the majority of wars, which were reactionary, there 
have been revolutionary wars ; for example, the war waged by the 
revolutionary masses of the people of France against united, 
monarchist, backward, feudal and semi-feudal Europe. Even at 
the present time there is no more widespread deception of the 
masses in Western Europe, and lately, here in Russia, than refer- 
ences to revolutionary wars. There are wars and wars. We must 
examine the historical conditions which gave rise to each particular 
war, the classes which conducted it, and for what objects. Unless 
we do this, all our arguments about war will be reduced to futility; 
to a wordy and barren controversy. That is why I will take the 
liberty, since you have taken the question of the relation between 
war and revolution for your subject, of dealing with this side of the 
question in detail. 

We know of the aphorism uttered by one of the most celebrated 
writers on the philosophy and history of war—Clauzewitz, which 
reads as follows: ‘War is a continuation of politics by other 
means’. This was uttered by a writer who reviewed the history of 
war and drew philosophical lessons from it soon after the epoch 
of the Napoleonic wars. This writer, whose fundamental ideas 
have now become an undoubted acquisition for all thinking people, 
eighty years ago, combated the philistine and ignorant prejudice 
that war can be separated from the politics of the respective 
governments, the respective classes; that war can at any time be 
regarded simply as aggression, which disturbs peace, followed by 
the restoration of this peace. As much as to say: People quarrelled, 
and then made it up! This is a crude and ignorant opinion, refuted 
scores of years ago, and refuted now by a more or less careful 
analysis of any historical epoch of war. 

War is a continuation-of politics by other means. Every war is 
inseparably connected with the political system which gave rise 
to it. The politics which a certain country, a certain class in that 
country, pursued for a long period before the war, are inevitably 
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pursued by that very same class during the war; it merely changes 
its form of action. 

War is a continuation of politics by other means. When the 
French revolutionary citizens and revolutionary peasants, at the 
end of the eighteenth century, after overthrowing the monarchy 
by revolutionary means, established a democratic republic, and 
having settled accounts with their monarch also settled accounts 
in a revolutionary manner with their landlords—these revolu- 
tionary class politics could not but shake the rest of autocratic, 
tsarist, monarchist, semi-feudal, Europe to its foundations, And 
the inevitable continuation of these politics of the victorious 
revolutionary class in France was war, in which, pitted against the 
revolutionary class were all the monarchist countries of Europe, 
which formed their hotorious coalition, and waged a counter- 
revolutionary war against France. Just as within the country the 
French revolutionary people displayed a revolutionary energy 
witnessed for the first time in centuries, so in this war at the end 
of the eighteenth century they displayed enormous revolutionary 
genius; they remoulded the whole system of strategy, they broke 
all the old laws and customs of war; and in place of the old army 
they created a new revolutionary people’s army and introduced 
new methods of warfare. I think that this example is particularly 
worthy of attention, because it demonstrates what bourgeois 
newspaper writers now constantly forget when playing on the 
prejudices and philistine ignorance of an absolutely uneducated 
people, who do not see this inseparable economic and historical 
connection between every war and the preceding politics of every 
country, of every class which ruled before the war and achieved 
its objects by so-called ‘peaceful’ means. So-called—because the 
methods employed for ensuring ‘peaceful’ rule over the colonies 
can hardly be described as peaceful. : 

Peace reigned in Europe; but this peace was maintained because 
the rule of the European nations over hundreds of millions of 
inhabitants of colonies was exercised only by constant, uninter- 
rupted and ceaseless wars, which we Europeans do not regard as 
wars, because often they resembled, not wars, but the brutal 
massacre, extermination, of unarmed people. And the whole point 
is that to understand modern war we must first of all glance over 
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the politics of the European Powers as a whole. We must not take 
individual examples, individual cases, which can easily be torn 
from the general context of social phenomena, and which are 
valueless, because it is just as easy to quote opposite examples. No, 
we must take the whole of the politics of the whole system of 
“European states in their economic and political concatenation, so 
as to understand how the present war steadily and inevitably arose 
out of this system. ; 

We constantly see attempts being made, particularly by 
capitalist newspapers—monarchist or republican, it makes no 
difference—to ascribe a false historical content to the present war, 
For example, nothing is more common in the French Republic 
than attempts to depict the war which France is now waging as a 
continuation and an image of the wars of thé Great French Revo- 
lution of 1792. There is no more widespread method of deceiving 
the French people, the French workers, and the workers of all 
countries, than that of introducing into our epoch the ‘jargon’, 
some of the slogans, of that epoch, and trying to make it appear 
that even to-day Republican France is defending its freedom 
against monarchy. They forget the ‘slight’ circumstance that at 
that time, in 1792, the war in France was waged by a revolutionary 
class, which had made an unprecedented revolution, had de- 
stroyed the French monarchy to its foundations with the aid of 
the incredible heroism of the masses, and had risen against united, 
monarchist Europe for no other object than that of continuing its 
revolutionary struggle. 

The war in France was a continuation of the politics of the 
revolutionary class which had made a revolution, gained a 
Tepublic, settled accounts with the French capitalists and land- 
lords with hitherto unprecedented energy, and for the sake of 
these politics, in continuation of them, was waging a revolutionary 
war against.united, monarchist Europe. 

To-day, however, we are confronted, first of all, by two groups 
of capitalist Powers. We have before us all the great world 
capitalist Powers—England, France, America, Germany—the 
politics of which for a number of decades consisted of unceasing 
economic rivalry for world supremacy, to strangle small national- 
ities, to secure threefold and tenfold profits for bank capital, 
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which has enmeshed the whole world in the chains of its in- 
fluence. These are the real politics of England and of Germany. 
I emphasize this. We must never tire of emphasizing this, because 
if we forget it we shall never understand anything about modern 
war, and we shall be helplessly in the power of any bourgeois 
writer who palms off fraudulent phrases. 

The real politics of both groups of great capitalist giants— 
England and Germany, who with their allies are contending 
against each other—the politics pursued for decades before the 
war—must be studied and understood as a whole. If we fail to do 
that we shall not only be forgetting the fundamental demand of 
scientific Socialism, and of social science in general, but we shall 
be preventing ourselves from understanding anything about 
modern war. We would place ourselves in the power of that fraud 
Milyukov,* who is inciting chauvinism and hatred of one nation 
for another by methods that are employed everywhere without 
exception, and which Clauzewitz, whom I mentioned in the be- 
ginning, described eighty years ago, when, already at that time, he 
ridiculed the opinion that, so to speak, people were living peace- 
fully, and suddenly they quarrelled! As if that were true! Can war 
be explained if it is not connected with the preceding politics of 
the given state, the given system of states, the given classes? I 
repeat: this is the fundamental question which is constantly for- 
gotten: and the failure to understand it transforms nine-tenths of 
the arguments about war into useless wrangling and the bandying 
of words. We say: if yor have not studied the politics that both 
groups of belligerent Powers have pursued for decades—not taking 
facts at random, not picking out individual examples—if you 
cannot show the connection between this war and the politics 
preceding it, then you understand nothing about this war! 

And these politics show us only one thing: ceaseless economic 
rivalry between two great world giants, two capitalist systems. On 
the one hand there is England, a state which owns a great part of 
the globe; the wealthiest state in the world; which created this 


* One of the leaders of «he bourgeoisic, a member of the Cadet Party (Constitutional 
Democrats), he was Foreign Minister in the first Provisional Government set up after the 
February Revolution. At the time of this lecture, he had, however, been dropped in an 
attempt to placate the Soviets, who opposed his policy of continuing the imperialist war. 
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wealth, not so much by the labour of its workers as by the ex- 
ploitation of vast colonies, by the vast power of the English banks 
which, constituting a numerically insignificant, group of three, 
four or five giant banks, stand at the head of all the other banks, 
controlling hundreds of billions of rubles, and controlling in such 
a way that we can say without exaggeration : there is not a spot on 
the whole globe that this capital has not laid its heavy hand on; 
there is not a patch of land that is not enmeshed by a thousand 
threads in the net of British capital. By the end of the nineteenth 
and beginning of the twentieth centuries this capital had grown to 
such enormous proportions that its activities extended far beyond 
the frontiers of a single state and created a group of giant banks 
possessing incredible wealth. Pushing this insignificant number of 
banks to the front, it enmeshed the whole world in this net of 
hundreds of billions of rubles. This is the main thing in the econo- 
mic policy of England and the economic policy of France, con- 
cerning which the French writers themselves, for example, the 
contributors to /’Humanité, the newspaper now directed by ex- 
Socialists (for example, none other than the well-known writer on 
financial questions, Lysis), wrote several years before the war: 
‘France is a financial monarchy: France is a financial oligarchy ; 
France is the usurer of the whole world’. 

On the other hand, opposed to this group, mainly Anglo- 
French, stands another group of capitalists, even more predatory 
and more piratical—a group which came to the capitalist feasting 
board when all the places had been taken, but which introduced 
into the struggle new methods of developing capitalist production, 
better technique, incomparable organization, which transformed 
the old capitalism, the capitalism of the epoch of free competition, 
into the capitalism of gigantic trusts, syndicates and cartels. This 
group introduced the principle of state capitalist production, 
uniting the gigantic forces of capitalism with the gigantic forces of 
the states into one mechanism, and amalgamating tens of millions 
of people in a single organization of state capitalism. This is the 
economic history, this is the diplomatic history of a number of 
past decades which no one can get away from. Italone provides the 
correct solution to the problem of war and leads us to the con- 
clusion that the present war is also the product of the politics of 
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the classes which are now at grips in this war; the politics of the 
two great giants who long before the war had enmeshed the whole 
world, all countries, in their nets of financial exploitation, and who 


_before the war had economically divided the world among them- 


selves, They had to come into collision because, from the point of 
view of capitalism, the redivision of this rule became inevitable. 

The old division was based on the fact that for several hundreds 
of years England had crushed her competitors. Her former com- 
petitor was Holland, which had ruled over the whole world; her 
former competitor was France, who waged a war for supremacy 
for about a hundred years. By means of prolonged wars England, 
on the basis of her economic power, of her merchant capital, 
established her unchallenged rule over the whole world. A new 
robber appeared. In 1871, a new capitalist Power arose, which 
developed ever so much faster than England. This is a fundamental 
fact. You will not find a single book on economic history that does 
not admit this indisputable fact—Germany’s more rapid develop- 
ment. This rapid development of German capitalism was the 
development of a young and strong robber, who came before the 
league of European Powers and said: * You ruined Holland, you 
defeated France, you have taken half the world—please give us 
our share.’ What is ‘our share’? How can it be determined in the 
capitalist world, in the world of banks? In that world strength is 
determined by the number of banks; there, strength is determined 
in the way it was defined in an organ of the American billionaires 
with purely American frankness and purely American cynicism. 
It was put this way: ‘In Europe a war is going on for world 
supremacy. For world supremacy two things are needed: dollars 
and banks. We have the dollars ; we will create the banks and rule 
the world.’ This is what a leading newspaper of the American 
billionaires said. I must say that this cynical American phrase, 
uttered by a swell-headed and ‘arrogant billionaire, contains a 
thousand times more truth than the thousands of articles written 
by bourgeois liars who claim that this war is a war for some sort 
of national interests, national problems, and other obvious lies of 
the same sort, which throw all history overboard and take a single 
example, for instance, the fact that the German robber attacked 
Belgium. The latter is undoubtedly true. Yes, that group of 


Il 


predatory Powers did indeed attack Belgium with incredible 
ferocity; but it only did what the other group of robbers did 
yesterday by other means, and is doing to-day against other 


nations. 


When we argue about annexations—and this is part of the P 


question that I have tried briefly to explain to you as the history of 
the economic and diplomatic relations, which gave rise to the 
present war—when we argue about annexations, we always f orget 
that this is precisely what the war is being waged for: the division 
of conquests; or to put it more simply, the sharing of the loot 
between two gangs of robbers. And when we argue about annexa- 
tions we constantly see tricks employed which, from the scientific 
standpoint, are beneath criticism and from the Social-publicist 
standpoint are such as cannot be otherwise described than crude 
deception. Ask a Russian chauvinist or social-chauvinist to 
~ explain what German annexations are—he will do that excellently. 
But he will never give you a general definition of annexations that 
will apply to Germany, to England and to Russia. He will never 
do that. When the newspaper Rech (to pass from theory to 
practice), jeering at our newspaper Pravda,* said : “These Pravda- 
ites regard Courland as an annexation! What is the use of arguing 
with such people?’—our reply was: ‘Please give us a definition of 
annexations that will apply to the Germans, to the English and to 
the Russians. We say that you will either decline to do this, or we 
will immediately expose you.’ Rech was silent. We assert that not 
a single newspaper—neither that of the ordinary chauvinists who 
simply say that we must defend the country, nor that of the social- 
chauvinists, has ever given a definition of annexations that would 
apply to Germany and to Russia; that could be applied to either 
side. And it cannot give such definition, because this war is the 
continuation of the politics of annexations, that is, conquest, 
capitalist robbery, on both sides, on the part of both groups 
engaged in the war. Hence, it is clear that the question as to which 
of these two robbers first drew the knife has no significance for us 
whatever. Take the history of the naval and military expenditure of 
both sides for the past few decades ; take the history of the little wars 
they waged before this big one—'‘little’ because few Europeans 


* Then, as now, the paper of the Bolshevik Party. 
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were killed in them; but of the people who belonged to the 
nations that were being crushed hundreds of thousands were 
killed. They were not even regarded as nations (Asiatics, Africans 
—can you call these nations?). Against these nations war was 
carried on in this way: they were unarmed; but they were shot 
down with machine-guns. Can you call that war? Properly 
speaking, they were not wars, and one can forget about them. 
This is their attitude towards this wholesale deception of the 
masses of the people. 

This war is a continuation of the politics of conquest, of shooting 
down whole nationalities, of incredible atrocities perpetrated by the 
Germans and the English in Africa, by the English and Russians 
in Persia—I don’t know who did most—for which the German 
capitalists regarded them as enemies. They said in effect: You are 
strong because you are rich! But we are stronger than you, 
therefore we have the same ‘sacred’ right to rob as you have. This 
is what the real history of British and German finance capital for 
decades preceding the war amounts to. This is what the history 
of Russo-German, Russo-English and Anglo-German relations 
amounts to. This provides the key to an understanding of what the 
war is about. This is why the story that is being circulated about 
the causes of the war is a fraud and deception. Forgetting the 
history of finance capital, the history of how this war for re- 
division matured, they try to make it appear as if two nations had 
lived in peace, and suddenly one attacked and the other defended 
itself. All science is forgotten, the banks are forgotten; the nations 
are called to arms, the peasants who know nothing about politics 
are called to arms. You must defend—that is all there is to it! If 
we are going to argue in this way it would be more logical to 
suppress all newspapers, burn all books, and prohibit all dis- 
cussion about annexations in the press—in this way justification 
of such an attitude towards annexations could be obtained. They 
cannot tell the truth about annexations because the whole history 
of Russia, of England and of Germany is an unbroken record of 
ruthless bloody war for annexations. In Persia and in Africa war 
was waged by the Liberals, who flogged political offenders in India 
for demanding what we fought for in Russia. French colonial 
troops have also oppressed nations. Such is preceding history. 
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Such is the real history of ‘unprecedented plunder! These are the 
politics that these classes are continuing in the present war. That 
is why they cannot give the reply to the question of annexations 
that we give when we say: every nation that is joined to another 
nation, not by voluntary desire of the majority of the population, 
but by the order of a tsar, or government, is an annexed nation, a 
usurped nation. The repudiation of annexations means granting 
every nation the right to form a separate state, or to live in alliance 
with any other nation it pleases. Such a reply is quite clear to 
every worker who is at all class-conscious. 

In every resolution that is passed—and scores of them are passed 
and published in, say, the newspaper Zemlya i Volya—you will 
find the badly expressed reply: We do not want war for supremacy 
over other nations; we are fighting for our freedom—this is what 
all the workers and peasants say, and by this they express the 
workers’ opinion, the working man’s conception of the war. Thus, 
they say in effect: If the war were in the interests of the working 
people and against the exploiters, we would be in favour of it. We, 
too, would be in favour of it; and no revolutionary party could 
oppose such a war. But the authors of these numerous resolu- 
tions are wrong, because they imagine that they are conducting 
the war. We soldiers, we workers, we peasants, are fighting for 
our freedom. I will never forget the question that one of them put 
to me after a meeting: ‘Why do you talk about capitalists all the 
time? Am I a capitalist? We workers are defending our freedom?’ 
It is not true—you are fighting because you are obeying your 
capitalist government; the war is not being conducted by the 
people, but by’the governments. I am not surprised when a worker 
or a peasant who has not studied politics, who has not had the 
good fortune, or misfortune, to study secret diplomacy, to see this 
picture of financial plunder (this oppression of Persia by Russia 
and England for example)—forgets this history and naively asks: 
What have capitalists got to do with it? I am fighting. He does not 
see the connection between the war and the government: he does 
not see that the government is conducting the war, and that he is 
a tool in the hands of the government. He can call himself a 
revolutionary people, write eloquent resolutions—this is a lot for 
a Russian because this has only recently come into vogue here. 
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Recently, for example, the Provisional Government published a 
‘revolutionary’ declaration. But this makes no difference; other 
nations, more experienced in the capitalist art of fooling the masses 
and in writing ‘revolutionary’ manifestos, have beaten all records 
in this field. If you take the parliamentary history of the French 
Republic since it began to support tsarism, you will find scores of 
examples, in the course of decades of this history, of manifestos 
written in the most eloquent language, serving to cover up the 
policy of most sordid colonial and financial plunder. The whole 
history of the Third French Republic is the history of this plunder. 
This is the source of the present war. It is not the product of the 
evil designs of the capitalists, or the result of the mistaken policy 
of monarchs. It would be wrong to regard it that way. No, this war 
was inevitably called forth by the development of gigantic, large- 
scale capitalism, particularly bank capitalism, which led to a 
matter of four banks in Berlin, and five or six in London, ruling 
the whole world, cornering all wealth and backing their financial 
policies with all the armed forces. Finally, they clashed, and came 
to grips in an unprecedentedly fierce struggle, because the old 
method of seizing territory could no longer be pursued ; one or the 
other side must give up its colonial possessions. In the capitalist 
world such questions are not settled voluntarily. They can be 
settled only by war. That is why it is ridiculous to blame this or 
that crowned robber. They are all alike, these crowned robbers. 
That is why it is also absurd to blame the capitalists of this or that 
country. They are only to blame for introducing such a system. It 
is done in accordance with all the laws, which are protected by all 
the forces of the civilized states. ‘I am acting fully within my 
rights; I buy shares. All the courts, the whole police-force, the 
whole standing army and all the navies in the world protect my 
sacred right to shares.’ If banks are established which manipulate 
hundreds of millions of rubles, if they have enmeshed the whole 
world in this net of bank robbery, if these banks have come to 
grips in a life and death struggle—who is to blame? Where will you 
find the culprit! The whole development of capitalism during the 
past half century is to blame; and there is no way out except by 
overthrowing the rule of the capitalists, except by a workers’ 
revolution, This is the reply our Party arrived at after analysing 
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the war; that is why we say: this simple question of annexations 
has been so confused, the representatives of the bourgeois parties 
have lied to such an extent, that they make it appear as if Courland 
does not represent annexation by Russia. These three crowned 
robbers divided up Courland and Poland between them. They 
shared them for a hundred years, tore the living flesh from them; 
and the Russian robber tore off most, because at that time he was 
the strongest. And when the young robber who participated in the 
loot at that time grew up and became a strong capitalist Power— 
Germany, he said: Let us have a new share out! You want to stick 
to what you’ve got? You think you are stronger? Let us match our 
strength! 

This is what this war amounts to. Of course, this challenge— 
‘Let us match our strength! ’—is only the expression of decades of 
the politics of plunder, the politics of the big banks. That is why 
nobody can tell the plain truth about annexations, so that every 
worker and peasant can understand, as we do. That is why the 
question of treaties, such a simple one, is so shamelessly confused 
by the whole press. You say that we have a revolutionary govern- 
ment, that in this revolutionary government there are Ministers 
who are nearly Socialists—Narodniks, and Mensheviks. But when 
they talk about peace without annexations on the condition that 
peace without annexations is not defined (which means: we will 
take the German annexations and keep our own)—we say: what 
is the good of your ‘revolutionary’ Ministry, your declarations, 
your statements that you do not want a war of conquest—when at 
the same time you are calling upon the army to launch an offen- 
sive? Do you not know that you have treaties which were con- 
cluded by Nicholas the Bloody in the most piratical manner? You 
do not know that? One can forgive a worker or a peasant, who has 
not robbed, who has not read wise books, for not knowing this; 
but when educated Cadets preach this, they know perfectly well 
what the treaties contain. These treaties are ‘secret’, but the whole 
diplomatic press of all countries is talking about them: ‘You will 
get the Straits; you—Armenia; you—Galicia; you—Alsace- 
Lorraine; you— Trieste, and we will definitely divide up Persia.’ 
And the German capitalist says: ‘And I will seize Egypt; I will 
crush the European nations if you do not return my colonies, and 
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with interest.’ Shares are the sort of thing, you know, that cannot 
exist without interest. This is why the question of the treaties, 
such a simple and clear question, has given rise to the mass of 
outrageous, incredible, insolent lies that pours from the pages of 
all capitalist newspapers. 

Take to-day’s Dyen. In it Vodovozov, a man whocannot possibly 
be suspected of Bolshevism, but who is an honest Democrat, says: 
‘I am opposed to secret treaties, I would like to say something 
about the treaty with Rumania.’ We have a secret treaty with 
Rumania and it provides that Rumania shall receive power over 
a number of foreign nations if she fights on the side of the Allies. 
All the treaties of the other Allies are exactly like this one. They 
would not have started out to throttle everyone without treaties, 
There is no need to delve into special magazines to find out what 
is in these treaties. It is sufficient to recall the main facts of econo- 
mic and diplomatic history. Yes, for decades Austria fought in 
the Balkans to strangle nations there. . . . And if they have come 
to grips in war, it is because they could not help it. This is why, in 
reply to the demand of the masses of the people to publish the 
treaties, demands which are becoming more and more persistent, 
the Cabinet Ministers, ex-Minister Milyukov and the present 
Minister Tereshchenko* (one in the government without Socialist 
Ministers and the other in the government with a number of near- 
Socialist Ministers) say: publication of the treaties means a 
rupture with the Allies. 

That is so; the treaties must not be published because all of you 
belong to the same gang of robbers. We agree with Milyukov and 
Tereshchenko that the treaties cannot be published, From this 
two different conclusions may be drawn. What follows from 
the fact that we agree with Milyukov and Tereshchenko that the 
treaties must not be published? If the treaties must not be pub- 
lished then we must help the capitalist Ministers to continue the 
war. The other conclusion is: as the capitalists dare not publish 
the treaties, we must overthrow the capitalists. I will leave it to you 
to decide which of these conclusions is the correct one; but I 
strongly urge you to consider the consequences. If we were to 
argue as the Narodnik and Menshevik Ministers do it would work 


* Tereshchenko had replaced Milyukov as Foreign Minister in the Provisional Government. 
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out like this: since the government says that the treaties must not 
be published, then we must issue another manifesto. Paper has not 
become so dear that new manifestos cannot be written. Let us 
write a new manifesto and launch an offensive. What for? With 
what object? Who will determine the object? The soldiers are 
being called upon to enforce the predatory treaties with Rumania 
and France. Send Vodovozov’s article, which I mentioned, to the 
soldiers at the front and then complain: It’s all the fault of the 
Bolsheviks; no doubt the Bolsheviks invented this treaty with 
Rumania. But then you will not only have to suppress Pravda, but 
also deport Vodovozov for having studied history; you will have 
to burn all Milyukov’s books, extremely dangerous books. Open 
any one of the books of the leader of the ‘ people’s freedom’ party, 
the ex-Minister for Foreign Affairs. They are good books. What 
do they say? They say that Russia has a ‘right’ to the Straits, to 
Armenia, to Galicia and to East Prussia, He shared out every- 
thing, and even appended a map. It will not only be necessary to 
exile the Bolsheviks and Vodovozov to Siberia for writing such 
revolutionary articles, but also to burn Milyukov’s books, because 
if we now collected simple excerpts from these books and sent 
them to the soldiers at the front they would have more inflamma- 
tory effect than even the most inflammatory leaflets. 

It remains for me now, in accordance with the short plan that 
I drew up for to-day’s lecture, to touch on the question of ‘revolu- 
tionary national defence’. I think that after what I have had the 
honour of relating to you I can be brief in dealing with this 
question. ; 

‘Revolutionary national defence’ is the name given to the 
justification of the war by means of arguments such as: we have 
made a revolution, we are a revolutionary people, we are a 
revolutionary Democracy. What is our reply to this? What sort 

. of a revolution have we made? We have overthrown Nicholas. 
This revolution was. not so difficult, if we compare it with a 
revolution that would completely overthrow the landlord and 
capitalist classes. Who came into power after our revolution? The 
landlords and the capitalists—the very classes that have long been 
in power in Europe. There, revolutions like this took place a 
hundred years ago; there, the Tereshchenkos, Milyukovs and 
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Konovalovs have long been in power, and whether they have a 
Civil list for their kings, or do without this article of luxury, makes 
no difference. A bank remains a bank, capital is invested in con- 
cessions, profits remain profits, whether in a republic or in a 
monarchy. If any savage country dares to disobey our civilized 
capital, which establishes such fine banks in the colonies, in Africa 
and Persia; if any savage nation disobeys our civilized banks we 
send troops there and they introduce culture, order and civiliza- 
tion, as Lyakhov did in Persia, and as the French ‘republican’ 
troops, with equal savagery, exterminated the people of Africa. 
What difference does it make: it is also ‘revolutionary’ national 
defence, only it is displayed by broad unconscious masses of the 
people who do not see the connection between the war and the 
government, who do not know that this policy is backed by 
treaties. The treaties have remained, the banks have remained, 
the concessions have remained. In Russia the best men of their 
class are at the head of the administration; but this has not 
changed the character of the world war in the least. The new 
‘revolutionary’ national defence is merely the use of the lofty 
concept revolution to cover up the sordid and bloody war for the 
sordid and disgusting treaties. 

The Russian revolution has not changed the character of the 
war, but it has created organizations the like of which exist in no 
other country, and did not exist during the majority of revolu- 
tions in the West. In the majority of revolutions a new government 
came forward consisting of men of the type of our Tereshchenkos 
and Konovalovs, while the country remained ina state of passivity 
and disorganization, The Russian revolution went further. This 
fact contains the embryo of the possibility that it will conquer the 
war. The fact is that in addition to the government of ‘near- 
Socialist’ Ministers, the imperialist war government, the govern- 
ment which started the offensive, the government which is con- 
nected with Anglo-French capital, in addition to it, and inde- 
pendently of it, we have all over Russia a network of Soviets of 
Workers’, Soldiers’ and Peasants’ Deputies. This is the revolution 
which has‘ not yet said its last word. This is the revolution that 
Western Europe did not have under such conditions. These are 
the organizations of the classes who really need no annexations, 
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who have no millions deposited in the banks, and who, perhaps, 
are not interested in whether the Russian Colonel Lyakhov and 
the British Liberal Ambassador divided up Persia properly. This 
is the guarantee that this revolution can go still further. It lies in 
the fact that the classes who are really not interested in annexation, 
notwithstanding their extreme faith in the capitalist government, 
notwithstanding the terrible confusion, the terrible deception that 
is contained in the very term ‘revolutionary’ national defence, 
notwithstanding the fact that they are supporting the loan, 
supporting the imperialist war government—notwithstanding all 
this, they have succeeded in creating organizations in which the 
masses of the oppressed classes are represented. These are the 
Soviets of Workers’, Soldiers’ and Peasants’ Deputies, which in 
many places in Russia went much further than the Petrograd 
Soviet in their revolutionary work. This is quite natural, because 
in Petrograd we have the central organ of the capitalists. 
Yesterday Skobelev* said in his speech: ‘We will take all the 
profits, we will take a hundred per cent.’ But this was a wide 
gesture, a wide Ministerial gesture. If you take to-day’s Rech you 
will see what their opinion is about this passage in Skobelev’s 
speech. That paper writes: ‘Why, that means starvation, death; 
hundred per cent—why that is—everything!’ Minister Skobelev 
goes further than the most extreme Bolshevik. It is not true to say 
that the Bolsheviks are on the extreme Left. Minister Skobelev is 


much more to the ‘Left’. They hurled most awful abuse at me . 


because, they alleged, I proposed to take the clothes off the backs 
of the capitalists. At all events, Shulginy said: ‘Let them take the 
clothes off our backs.’ Picture a Bolshevik going up to citizen 
Shulgin to take his clothes away! He would have more reason to 
accuse Minister Skobelev of this. We have never gone so far. We 
have never proposed that profits be taken oné hundred per cent. 
The promise, however, is valuable. If you take our Party’s resolu- 
tion you will find that in it we propose exactly what I proposed, 
except that the grounds for the proposal are more fully formu- 
lated. Control of the banks, and a fair income tax. That is all! 

* A Menshevik who was taken into the Coalition Government of May. 6 at the time 
Milyukov was dropped. 

+A member of the Nationalist Party. 
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Skobelev proposes to take a hundred kopeks in the ruble. We have 
not proposed and do not propose anything of the kind. And even 
Skobelev only made a gesture. He does not seriously intend to 
carry it out; and if he does intend to do so he will not be able to, 
for the simple reason that to promise all this after having made 
friends with Tereshchenko and Konovalov is somewhat ridiculous. 
It is possible to take eighty or ninety per cent of the millionaires’ 
incomes; but not by walking arm in arm with such Ministers. If 
the Soviets of Workers’ and Soldiers’ Deputies were in power they 
would really take it; but even then they would not take all, because 
they do nat need it. They would take a large part of the incomes. 
No other form of government can do this. Minister Skobelev may 
be prompted by the best intentions in the world. I have seen these 
Parties in the course of several decades; I belonged to the revolu- 
tionary movement for thirty years. That is why I am least of all 
inclined to doubt their good intentions. But that is not the point; 
it is not a matter of good intentions. The road to Hell is paved 
with good intentions, All the chancelleries are filled with docu- 
ments signed by citizens the Ministers, but this has altered nothing. 
Start introducing control if you like, just start! Our program is 
such that reading Skobelev’s speech we can say: We do not 
demand more. We are far more moderate than Minister Skobelev. 
He proposed both control and one hundred per cent. We do not 
want to take one hundred per cent; we say: ‘We will not believe 
you until you have beguri to do something.’ This is the difference 
between us; we do not believe words and promises, and do not 
advise others to believe them. The experience of parliamentary 
republics teaches us that we must not believe in paper declara- 
tions. If you want control, then start introducing it. One day is 
sufficient to pass a law on control. The Employees’ Council in 
every bank, the Workers’ Council in every factory, every Party 
must receive the right to control. We will be told that this is im- 
possible, that there are commercial secrets, the sacred right of 
property. Well, do as you like, but choose! If you want to save all 
these books, accounts and the operations of the trusts, then do 
not chatter about control; do not say that the country is on the 
verge of ruin. 

In Germany the situation is still worse. In Russia we can obtain 
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bread; in Germany they cannot. In Russia much can be done with 
organization. In Germany nothing more can be done. There is no 
bread, and all the people must perish. People are now writing that 
Russia is on the verge of doom. If that is the case, then it is a crime 
to protect ‘sacred’ private property. What does the word control 
mean? Have you forgotten that Nicholas Romanov also wrote a 
great deal about control. He repeated a thousand times the words: 
state control, public control, appointment of senators. During the 
two months that have elapsed since the revolution the manufac- 
turers have plundered the whole of Russia. Capital has made 
hundreds per cent profit; every report shows this. And when the 
workers had the ‘impudence’ to say two months after the revolu- 
tion that they want to live like human beings, the whole capitalist 
press of the country raised a howl. In every issue Rech raises a 
savage howl about the workers robbing the country. And yet we 
only promise control over the capitalists. Cannot we have fewer 
promises and more deeds? If you want control by officials, con- 
trol by bodies such as existed in the past, then our Party expresses 
the profound conviction that you must not receive any assistance 
in this even if you had in the government, not a half a dozen, 
but a dozen Narodnik and Menshevik Ministers. Control can be 
exercised only by the people. You must organize control by the 
Bank Employees’ Councils, Engineers’ Councils and Workers’ 
Councils, and start this control tomorrow. Every official must be 
held responsible and liable to criminal prosecution if he gives 
false information in any of these institutions. The fate of the 
country is at stake. We want to know how much grain, how 
much raw material, and how many workers are available, and 
how they should be employed. 

Now I come to the last question. This is the question of how to 
end the war. We are credited with the absurd idea that we want a 
separate peace. The German capitalist robbers are taking steps 
towards peace and are saying: We will give you a piece of Turkey 
and Armenia if you give us ore-bearing territory. This is what the 
diplomats are talking about in every neutral city! Everybody 
knows it. It is only covered up by conventional diplomatic phrases. 
They would not be diplomats if they did not speak in diplomatic 
language. What nonsense it is to say that we want to end the war 


22 


by a separate peace! The idea that a war that is being waged by the 
capitalists of all the richest countries, a war called forth by de- 
cades of economic development, can be brought to an end by one 
side ceasing hostilities is so stupid that we think it is ridiculous 
to repudiate it. The reason why we repudiated it in a special 
resolution is that we are dealing with broad masses in whose ranks 
slander is being spread about us; but this idea is not worth talking 
about seriously. The war now being waged by the capitalists of all 
countries cannot be brought to an end without a workers’ revo- 
lution against these capitalists. Until control has passed from the 
sphere of phrases to the sphere of action, until a government of 
the revolutionary proletariat has taken the place of the capitalist 
government, the government will be condemned to do nothing 
more than moan: we are doomed, doomed, doomed. To-day, in- 
‘free’ England, Socialists are being imprisoned for saying what I 
am saying. In Germany, Liebknecht is in jail for saying what I am 
saying; and in Austria, Friedrich Adler is in jail for saying the 
same thing, only with the aid of a revolver (perhaps he has been 
executed by now). The sympathy of the masses of the workers in 
all countries is on the side of these Socialists, and not on the side 
of those who have deserted to the side of their capitalists. The 
workers’ revolution is growing all over the world. In other 
countries, of course, it is more difficult. There they have no half- 
wits like Nicholas and Rasputin. There, the best people of their 
class are at the head of the administration. There, the conditions 
are not for a revolution against autocracy; there, they already have 
a capitalist class government. The most gifted representatives of 
this class have been administering the country for a long time. 
That is why, although it has not come yet, the revolution is 
inevitable there, no matter how many revolutionaries may suffer, 
as Friedrich Adler and Karl Liebknecht are suffering. The future 
is with them, and the workers of all countries are with them. And 
the workers of all countries must be victorious. 

As regards America’s entry into the war I will say the following : 
It is argued that in America there is democracy, that there is a 
“White House’ there. I say: slavery was abolished half a century 
ago. The war over slavery ended in 1865. Since then billionaires 
have sprung up. They hold the whole of America in their financial 
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grip, are preparing to strangle Mexico, and will inevitably go to 
war with Japan over the partition of the Pacific. Preparations for 
this war have been going on for several decades already. A heap 
of books has been written on the Subject. And America’s real 
object in entering this war is to prepare for war against Japan. 
The American people enjoy considerable freedom, and it is difficult 
to believe that they will tolerate conscription, the creation of an 
army for aims of conquest, for a Struggle against Japan, for exam- 
ple. The Americans can see from the example of Europe what this 
leads to. And so the American capitalists were obliged to inter- 
vene in this war in order to find a pretext to create a powerful 
standing army under cover of the lofty ideal of fighting for the 
rights of small nationalities. 

The peasants are refusing to sell their grain for money and are 
demanding implements, boots and clothes. This decision contains 
a large share of extremely profound truth, Indeed, the country has 
been reduced to such a state of ruin that we see here, although in 
a smaller degree, what has existed in other countries for a long 
time; money has lost its power. The rule of capitalism is being so 
thoroughly undermined by the progress of events that the peasants, 
for example, refuse to take money. They say: ‘What is the use of 
money to us?’ And they are right. The rule of capitalism is not 
being undermined because somebody wants to usurp power. It 
would be absurd to ‘usurp’ power. The rule of capitalism could 
not be brought to an end if the whole economic development of 
capitalist countries were not leading to this. The war has acceler- 
ated this process, and this has made capitalism impossible. No 
power on earth could destroy capitalism if it were not being 
washed away and undermined by history. 

Here is a striking example. The peasant says what everybody 
sees ; the power of money has been undermined. Here there is only 
one way out: the Soviets of Workers’ and Peasants’ Deputies must 
agree to the peasants being given implements, boots and clothes 
in exchange for their grain. This is what things are coming to; 
this is the reply that life is suggesting. If this is not granted, tens 
of millions of people will go hungry, unshod and without clothes, 
Tens of millions of people are faced with death, and we have no 
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time to bother about protecting the interests of the capitalists. 
The only way outis to transfer all power to the Soviets of Workers’, 
Soldiers’ and Peasants’ Deputies, which represent the majority of 
the people. Perhaps mistakes will be made in the course of this. 
Nobody argues that this difficult task can be accomplished at one 
stroke. We do not say anything of the kind. We are told: ‘We 
want the Soviets to take power, but they do not want to take it’. 
We say that experience will suggest to them, and the whole people 
will see, that there is no other way out. We do not want to ‘ usurp’ 
power, for the whole experience of revolution teaches that only a 
power that is backed by the majority of the people can be durable, 
Consequently, the ‘usurpation’ of power would be merely an 
adventure ; and our Party would not agree to anything of the kind. 
The government that will be a government of the majority may 
pursue a policy which may prove to be a mistaken one at first, but 
there is no other way out. If that happens, there will be a peaceful 
change of policy inside these organizations. No other organiza- 
tions can be devised. That is why we say that we cannot imagine 
any other solution of the problem. 
How can the war be brought to an end? What would we do if 
the Soviets of Workers’ and Soldiers’ Deputies took power and 
the Germans continued the war? Those who are interested in our 
Party’s views may have read in our newspaper Pravda the other 
day an exact quotation from what we said abroad as far back as 
1915: if the revolutionary class of Russia, the working class, 
comes into power, it must offer to conclude peace. And if our 
terms are rejected by the German capitalists, or by the capitalists 
of any other country, the working class will be entirely in favour 
of war. We do not propose to end the war at one stroke, We do 
not promise this. We do not advocate such an impossible task as 
ending the war by the desire of only one side. It is easy to make 
promises of this kind, but it is impossible to carry them out. There 
is no easy way out of this terrible war. Fighting has been going on 
for three years, You will either go on fighting for ten years or 
agree to make a difficult and severe revolution. There is no other 
way out. We say: the war which was started by the capitalist govern- 
ment can be brought to an end only by a workers’ revolution. 
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Let those who are interested in the Socialist movement Tead 
the Basle Manifesto of 1912, which was adopted unanimously by 
the Socialist Parties all over the world; a manifesto which we 
published in our Pravda, a manifesto which cannot be published 
now in any other belligerent country, neither in ‘free’ England, 
nor in Republican France, because it told the truth about the war 
even before the war broke out. It stated: war would break out 
between England and Germany because of capitalist rivalry, It 
stated: so much powder has been accumulated that the guns wil] 
go off of themselves. It stated what the objects of the war would 
be and said that it would lead to proletarian revolution. That js 
why we tell the Socialists who signed this manifesto and then 
deserted to the side of their capitalist governments that they have 
betrayed Socialism. All over the world a split has occurred in the 
Socialist ranks. Some are Cabinet Ministers; others are in jail, 
All over the world, one section of the Socialists advocated pre- 
paration for war, while another section like the American Bebel— 
Eugene Debs—who is extremely popular among the American 
workers, says: ‘I would rather be shot than give a single cent for 
this war. I am prepared to fight only in a proletarian war against 
the capitalists in all countries.’ This is how the ranks of the 
Socialists are split all over the world. The social-patriots in all 
countries think that they are defending their country. They are 
mistaken ; they are defending the interests of one capitalist clique 
against another. We advocate proletarian revolution—the only 
true cause for which scores have gone to the scaffold, and hun- 
dreds and thousands are in jail. These Socialists in jail are a 
minority; but behind them is the working class, behind them is 
economic development. All this tells us that there is no other way 
out. This war can’be brought to an end only by means of a workers’ 
revolution in several countries. Meanwhile, we must prepare for 
this revolution, help it along. As long as the Tsar conducted the 
war the Russian people, in spite of their hatred of war and their 
determination to secure peace, could do nothing against it except 
prepare for the revolution against the Tsar, and overthrow the 
Tsar. And it was so. History confirmed this for you yesterday, 
and it will confirm it for you to-morrow. Long ago we said: you 


26 


must help the growing Russian revolution. We said it at the end , 
of 1914. For saying this our deputies in the Duma were exiled to 
Siberia. We were told: “You do not answer. You talk about 
revolution when strikes have ceased, when the deputies are in 
exile and when not a single newspaper is published!’ We were 
accused of declining to answer. Comrades, we heard this accusa- 
tion for a number of years. We replied: You may be as angry as 
you like, but nothing can be done against the war until the Tsar is 
overthrown, Our forecast proved to be correct. It is not yet fully 
confirmed, but it is beginning to be confirmed. The revolution is 
beginning to change the war from the Russian side. The capitalists 
are still continuing the war; and we say: the war cannot stop until 
the advent of a workers’ revolution in several countries, because 
the people who want this war are in power. We are told: ‘Things 
seem to be asleep in a number of countries. In Germany all the 
Socialists are unanimously in favour of the war; only Liebknecht 
is opposed to it.’ To this I reply: This one Liebknecht represents 
the working class; in him alone, in his adherents, in the German 
proletariat, lie the hopes of all. You do not believe it? Continue 
the war! There is no other road. If you do not believe in Liebknecht, 
if you do not believe in the workers’ revolution, in the revolution 
that is maturing, if you do not believe this, then believe the 
capitalists. 

Nobody will be victorious in this war except the workers’ 
revolution in several countries. War is not a game; war isa terrible 


. thing; war entails millions of victims, and it cannot be brought 


to an end so easily. 

The soldiers at the front cannot tear the front away from the 
State and decide things in their own way. The soldiers at the front 
are part of the country. As long as the State is fighting the front 
will suffer. There is nothing to be done about it. The war was 
called forth by the ruling classes ; it can be brought to an end only 
by a working class revolution. The question as to whether you will 
get a speedy peace will be determined solely by the process of 
development of the revolution. No matter what sentimental things 
may be said, no matter how much you may be told: let us put 
an end to the war immediately, it cannot be done without the- 
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development of the revolution. When power passes to the Soviets 


of Workers’, Soldiers’ and Peasants’ Deputies the capitalists wil] 
oppose us: Japan—opposed, France—opposed, England— 
opposed; the governments of all countries will oppose us. The 
capitalists will oppose us ; but the workers will support us. Then— 
the war which the capitalists started will come to an end. This is 
the reply to the question of how to end the war. 
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PACIFISM AND THE WORKERS 


In Holland, Scandinavia and Switzerland, voices are heard among 
the revolutionary Social-Democrats—who are combating the ~ 
social-chauvinist lies about ‘defence of the fatherland’ in the 
present imperialist war—in favour of substituting for the old point 
in the Social-Démocratic minimum program: ‘militia, or the 
armed nation’, a new one: ‘disarmament’. The Jugend Inter- 
nationale has inaugurated a discussion on this question and has 
published in No. 3 an editorial article in favour of disarmament. 
In R. Grimm’s latest theses, we regret to note, there is also a con- 
cession to the ‘disarmament’ idea. Discussions have been started 
in the periodicals Neues Leben and Vorbote. 
Let us examine the position of the advocates of disarmament. 


I 


The main argument is that the demand for disarmament is the 
clearest, most decisive, most consistent expression of the struggle 
against all militarism and against all war. 

But this main argument is precisely the principal error of the 
advocates of disarmament. Socialists cannot, without ceasing to 
be Socialists, be opposed to all war. 

In the first place, Socialists have never been, nor can they be, 
opposed to revolutionary wars. The bourgeoisie of the imperialist 
‘Great’ Powers has become thoroughly reactionary, and we regard 
the war which this bourgeoisie is now waging as a reactionary 
slave-owners’ and criminal war. But what about a war against this 
bourgeoisie? For example, a war for liberation waged by people 
who are oppressed by and dependent upon this bourgeoisie, or 
by colonial peoples, for their independence? In the theses of the 
Internationale group, section 5, we read: ‘In the era of this un- 
bridled imperialism there can be no more national wars of any 
kind’. This is obviously wrong. 

The history of the Twentieth Century, this century of ‘un- 
bridled imperialism’, is replete with colonial wars. But what we 
Europeans, the imperialist oppressors of the majority of the 
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peoples of the world, with our habitual, despicable European 
chauvinism, call ‘colonial wars’ are often national wars, or 
national rebellions of those oppressed peoples. One of the main 
features of imperialism is that it accelerates the development of 

capitalism in the most backward countries, and thereby extends 
"and intensifies the struggle against national oppression. This is a 
fact. It inevitably follows from this that imperialism must often 
give rise to national wars. Junius, who, in her pamphlet defends 
the above quoted ‘theses’, says that in the imperialist epoch every 
national war against one of the imperialist Great Powers leads to 
the intervention of another competing imperialist Great Power 
and thus, every national war is converted into an imperialist war, 
But this argument is also wrong. This may happen, but it does not 
always happen. Many colonial wars in the period between 1900 
and 1914 did not follow this road. And it would be simply ridicu- 
lous if we declared, for instance, that after the present war, if it 
ends in the extreme exhaustion of all the belligerents, ‘there can 
be no’ national, progressive, revolutionary wars ‘whatever’, 
waged, say, by China in alliance with India, Persia, Siam, etc., 
against the Great Powers, 

To deny all possibility of national wars under imperialism is 

‘wrong in theory, obviously mistaken historically, and in practice 
is tantamount to European chauvinism: we who belong to nations 
that oppress hundreds of millions of people in Europe, Africa, 
Asia, etc., must tell the oppressed peoples that it is ‘impossible’ 
for them to wage war against ‘our’ nations! 

Secondly, civil wars are also wars. Anyone who recognizes the 
class struggle cannot fail to recognize civil wars, which in every 
class society are the natural, and under certain conditions, 
inevitable continuation, development and intensification of the 
class struggle. All the great revolutions prove this. To repudiate 
civil war, or to forget about it, would mean sinking into extreme 
opportunism and renouncing the Socialist revolution. 

Thirdly, the victory of Socialism in one country does not at one 
stroke eliminate all war in general. On the contrary, it pre- 
supposes such wars. The development of capitalism proceeds 
extremely unevenly in the various countries. It cannot be other- 
Wise under the commodity production system. From this it follows 
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irrefutably that Socialism cannot achieve victory simultaneously 
in all countries. It will achieve victory first in one or several 
countries, while the others will remain bourgeois or pre-bourgeois 
for some time. This must not only create friction, but a direct 
striving on the part of the bourgeoisie of other countries to crush 
the victorious proletariat of the Socialist country. In such cases a 
war on our part would be a legitimate and just war. It would be a 
war for Socialism, for the liberation of other nations from the 
bourgeoisie. Engels was perfectly right when, in his letter to 
Kautsky, September 12th, 1882, he openly admitted that it was 
possible for already victorious Socialism to wage ‘defensive wars’. 
What he had in mind was defence of the victorious proletariat 
against the bourgeoisie of other countries. 

Only after we have overthrown, finally vanquished, and ex- 
propriated the bourgeoisie of the whole world, and not only of 
one country, will wars become impossible. And from a scientific 
point of view it would be utterly wrong and utterly unrevolutionary 
for us to evade or gloss over the most important thing, namely, 
that the most difficult task, the one demanding the greatest amount 
of fighting in the transition to Socialism, is to crush the resistance 
of the bourgeoisie. *Social’ parsons and opportunists are always 
ready to dream about the future peaceful Socialism; but the very 
thing that distinguishes them from revolutionary Social-Demo- 
crats is that they refuse to think about and reflect on the fierce 
class struggle and class wars that are necessary for the achieve- 
ment of this beautiful future. 

We must not allow ourselves to be led astray by words. The 
term ‘defence of the fatherland’, for instance, is hateful to. many, 
because the avowed opportunists and the Kautskyites use it to 
cover up and gloss over the lies of the bourgeoisie in the present 
predatory war. This is a fact. It does not follow from this, how- 
ever, that we must forget to ponder over the meaning of political 
slogans. Recognizing ‘defence of the fatherland’ in the present 
War is nothing more nor less than recognizing it as a ‘just’ war, 
a war in the interests of the proletariat; nothing more nor less, 
because invasions may occur in any war. It would be simply 
foolish to repudiate ‘defence of the fatherland’ on the part of the 
Oppressed nations in their wars against the imperialist Great 
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Powers, or on the part of a victorious proletariat in ifs war against 
some Gallifot of a bourgeois state. 

Theoretically, it would be quite wrong to forget that every war 
is but the continuation of politics by other means: the present 
imperialist war is the continuation of the imperialist politics of 
two groups of Great Powers, and these politics were engendered 


and fostered by the sum total of the relationships of the imperialist 


epoch. But this very epoch must also necessarily engender and 
foster the politics of struggle against national oppression and the 
politics of the proletarian struggle against the bourgeoisie, and 
therefore, also the possibility and the inevitability, first, of 
revolutionary national rebellions and wars; second, of proletarian 
wars and rebellions against the bourgeoisie; and, third, of a 
combination of both kinds of revolutionary war, etc. 


II 


To this must be added the following general considerations: 


An oppressed class which does not strive to learn to use arms, 
to acquire arms, deserves to be treated like slaves. We cannot 
forget, unless we become bourgeois pacifists or opportunists, that 
we are living in a class society, that there is no way out of this 
society, and there can be none, except by means of the class 
struggle. In every class society, whether it is based on slavery, 
serfdom, or, as at present, on wage labour, the oppressing class 
is armed. The modern standing army, and even the modern 
militia—even in the most democratic bourgeois republics, 
Switzerland, for example—represent the bourgeoisie armed 
against the proletariat. This is such an elementary truth that it is 
hardly necessary to dwell upon it. It is sufficient to recall the use 
of troops against strikers in all capitalist countries. 

The fact that the bourgeoisie is armed against the proletariat is . 
one of the biggest, most fundamental, and most important facts 
in modern capitalist society. And in face of this fact, revolutionary 
Social-Democrats are urged to ‘demand’ ‘disarmament’! This is 
tantamount to the complete abandonment of the point of view of 
the class struggle, the renunciation of all thought of revolution. 
Our slogan must be: The arming of the proletariat for the purpose 


32 


of vanquishing, expropriating and disarming the bourgeoisie. 
These are the only tactics a revolutionary class can adopt, tactics 
which follow logically from the whole objective development of 
capitalist militarism, and dictated by that development. Only 
after the proletariat has disarmed the bourgeoisie will it be able, 
without betraying its world historical mission, to throw all arma- 
ments on the scrap-heap; the proletariat will undoubtedly do this, 
but only when this condition has been fulfilled, certainly not before. 

If the present war rouses among the reactionary Christian 
Socialists, among the whimpering petty bourgeoisie, on/y horror 
and fright, only aversion to all use of arms, to bloodshed, death, 
etc., then we must say: Capitalist society has always been an 
endless horror. And if this most reactionary of all wars is now 
preparing a horrible end for that society, we have no reason to 
drop into despair. At a time when, as every one can see, the 
bourgeoisie itself is paving the way for the only legitimate and 
revolutionary war, namely, civil war against the imperialist 
bourgeosie, the objective significance of the ‘demand’ for dis- 
armament, or more correctly, the dream of disarmament, is 
nothing but an expression of despair. 

We should like to remind those who say that this is a theory 
divorced from life, of two world-historical facts: the role of trusts 
and the employment of women in industry, on the one hand; and 
the Paris Commune of 1871 and the December insurrection of 
1905 in.Russia, on the other. - 

The business of the bourgeoisie is to promote trusts, to drive 
women and children into the factories, to torture them there, to 
corrupt them, to condemn them to extreme poverty. We do not 
‘demand’ such a development. We do not ‘support’ it; we fight 
it. But how do we fight? We know that trusts and the employment 
of women in industry are progressive. We do not want to go back 
to the handicraft system, to pre-monopolistic capitalism, to 
domestic drudgery for women. Forward through the trusts, etc., 
and beyond them to Socialism! 

This argument, is, mutatis mutandis, applicable also to the 
present militarization of the people. To-day the imperialist 
bourgeoisie militarizes not only the adults, but also the youth. 
To-morrow, it may proceed to militarize the women. To this we 
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must say: All the better! The quicker it does this the nearer shal] 
we be to the armed insurrection against capitalism. How can 
Social-Democrats allow themselves to be frightened by the 
militarization of the youth, etc., if they have not forgotten the 
example of the Paris Commune? This is not a ‘theory divorced 
from life’. It is not a dream, but a fact. It would be very bad indeed 
if, notwithstanding all the economic and political facts, Social- 
Democrats began to doubt that the imperialist epoch and im- 
perialist wars must inevitably bring about a repetition of such 
facts. 

A certain bourgeois observer of the Paris Commune, writing to 
an English newspaper, said: ‘If the French nation consisted 
entirely of women, what a terrible nation it would be!’ Women 
and children of thirteen fought in the Paris Commune side by side 
with the men. Nor can it be different in the forthcoming battles 
for the overthrow of the bourgeoisie. The proletarian women will 
not look on passively while the well-armed bourgeois shoot down 
the poorly armed or unarmed workers. They will take to arms as 
they did in 1871, and from the cowed nations of to-day—or more 
correctly, from the present-day labour movement, which is dis- 
Organized more by the opportunists than by the governments— 
there will undoubtedly arise, sooner or later, but with absolute 
certainty, an international league of the ‘terrible nations’ of the 
revolutionary proletariat. 

Militarism is now permeating the whole of social life. Im- 
perialism is a fierce struggle of the Great Powers for the division 
and redivision of the world—therefore, it must inevitably lead to 
further militarization in all countries, even in the neutral and 
small countries. What will the proletarian women do against it? 
Only curse all war and everything military, only demand dis- 
armament? The women of an oppressed class that is really 
revolutionary will never consent to play such a shameful role. 
They will say to their sons: 

“You will soon be a man. You will be given a gun. Take it and 
learn to use it. The proletarians need this knowledge not to shoot 
your brothers, the workers of other countries, as they are doing in 
the present war, and as you are being told to do by the traitors to 
Socialism, but to fight the bourgeoisie of your own country, to 
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put an end to exploitation, poverty and war, not by means of 
good intentions, but by vanquishing the bourgeoisie and by 
disarming it.’ 

If we are to refrain from conducting such propaganda, precisely 
such propaganda, in connection with the present war, then we had 
better stop using highfalutin phrases about international revo- 
lutionary Social-Democracy, about the Socialist revolution, and 
about war against war. 


III 


The advocates of disarmament oppose the point in the pro- 
gram about the ‘armed nation’, for the reason, among others, that 
this demand, they allege, easily leads to concessions to oppor- 
tunism. We have examined above the most important point, 
namely, the relation of disarmament to the class struggle and to 
the social revolution. We will now examine the relation between 
the demand for disarmament and opportunism. One of the most 
important reasons why this demand is unacceptable is precisely 
that it, and the illusions it creates, inevitably weakens and de- 
vitalizes our struggle against opportunism. 

Undoubtedly this struggle is the main question immediately 
confronting the International. A struggle against imperialism that 
is not closely linked up with the struggle against opportunism is 
an idle phrase, or a fraud. One of the main defects of Zimmerwald 
and Kienthal, one of the main reasons why these embryos of the 
Third International may possibly end in a fiasco, is that the 
question of the struggle against opportunism was not even raised 
openly, much less decided in the sense of proclaiming the necessity 
of breaking with the opportunists. Opportunism has triumphed— 
temporarily—in the European labour movement. Two main 
shades of opportunism have arisen in all the big countries: first, 
the avowed, cynical, and therefore less dangerous social-im- 
perialism of Messrs. Plekhanov, Scheidemann, Legien, Albert 
Thomas and Sembat, Vandervelde, Hyndmann, Henderson, 
et al.; second, the concealed, Kautskyite opportunism: Kautsky- 
Haase and the Social-Democratic Labour Group in Germany; 
Longuet, Pressemanne, Mayeras, ef al., in France; Ramsay 
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MacDonald, and the other leaders of the Independent Labour 
Party in England; Martov, Chkheidze and others in Russia; 
Treves and the other so-called Left reformists in Italy. 

Avowed opportunism is openly and directly opposed to revo- 
lution and to the incipient revolutionary movements and out- 
bursts, and is in direct alliance with the governments, varied as the 
forms of this alliance may be: from participation in Cabinets to 
participation in the War Industries Committees (in Russia). The 
masked opportunists, the Kautskyites, are much more harmful 
and dangerous to the labour movement, because they hide their 
advocacy of an alliance with the governments under a cloak of 
plausible, pseudo-* Marxist’ catchwords and pacifist slogans. The 
fight against both these forms of prevailing opportunism must be 
conducted in all fields of proletarian politics: parliament, trade 
unions, strikes, military affairs, etc. The main distinguishing 
feature of both these forms of prevailing opportunism is that the 
concrete question of the connection between the present warand 
revolution is hushed up, concealed, or treated with an eye to police 
prohibitions. And this is done, notwithstanding the fact that before 
the war the connection between precisely this impending war and 
the proletarian revolution was pointed to innumerable times, both 
unofficially and officially in the Basle Manifesto. The main defect 
in the demand for disarmament is its evasion of all the concrete 
questions of revolution. Or do the advocates of disarmament 
stand for a perfectly new species of unarmed revolution? 

To proceed. We are by no means opposed to the fight for 
reforms. We do not wish to ignore the sad possibility that 
humanity may—if the worst comes to the worst—go through a 
second imperialist war, if, in spite of the numerous outbursts of 
mass unrest and mass discontent, and in spite of our efforts, 
revolution docs not come out of the present war. We are in favour 
of a program of reforms which is also directed against the oppor- 
tunists. The opportunists would be only too glad if we left the 
struggle for reforms entirely to them, and, saving ourselves by 
flight from sad reality, sought shelter in the heights above the 
clouds in some sort of ‘disarmament’. ‘Disarmament’ means 
simply running away from unpleasant reality and not fighting 
against it. 
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In such a program we would say something like this: ‘The 
slogan and the recognition of defence of the fatherland in the 
imperialist war of 1914-16 is only a means of corrupting the labour 
movement with the aid of a bourgeois life.’ Such a concrete reply 
to concrete questions would be theoretically more correct, much 
more useful to the proletariat and more unbearable to the oppor- 
tunists, than the demand for disarmament and the repudiation of 
‘all defence of the fatherland!’ And we might add: ‘The bour- 
geoisie of all the imperialist Great Powers—England, France, 
Germany, Austria, Russia, Italy, Japan, the United States—has 
become so reactionary and so imbued with the striving for world 
domination, that any war conducted by the bourgeoisie of those 
countries can be nothing but reactionary. The proletariat must not 
only oppose all such wars, but it must also wish for the defeat of 
its “own” government in such wars; and it must utilize it for 
revolutionary insurrection, if an insurrection to prevent the war 
proves unsuccessful.’ 

On the question of a militia, we should have said: We are not 
in favour of a bourgeois militia; we are in favour only of a pro- 
letarian militia. Therefore, ‘not a penny, not a man,’ not only for 
a standing army, but even for a bourgeois militia, even in coun- 
tries like the United States, Switzerland, Norway, etc.; the more 
so that in the freest republican countries (e.g., Switzerland), we 
see that the militia is being more and more Prussianized, particu- 
larly in 1907 and 1911, and prostituted by being mobilized against 
strikers. We can demand election of officers by the people, 
abolition of military law, equal rights for foreign and native-born 
workers (a point particularly important for those imperialist 
states which, like Switzerland, more and more blatantly exploit 
increasing numbers of foreign workers while refusing to grant 
them rights); further, the right of every hundred, say, of the 
inhabitants of the given country, to form voluntary associations, 
with free election of instructors, who are to be paid by the state, 
etc. Only under such conditions could the proletariat acquire 
military training really for itself and not for its slave-owners ; and 
the need for such training is dictated by the interests of the pro- 
letariat. The Russian revolution showed that every success of the 
revolutionary movement, even a partial success like the seizure of 
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a certain city, a certain factory village, a certain section of the 
army—inevitably compels the victorious proletariat to carry out 
just such a program. ; 

Finally, it goes without saying that opportunism cannot be 
fought merely by means of programs; it can be fought only by 
constant vigilance to see that they are really carried out. The 
greatest, the fatal error the bankrupt Second International com- 
mitted was that its words did not correspond to its deeds, that it 
acquired the habit of unscrupulous revolutionary phrasemonger- 
ing (note the present attitude of Kautsky and Co. towards the 
Basle Manifesto). Disarmament as a social idea, i.e., an idea that 
springs from a certain social environment and which can affect a 
certain social environment—and is not merely a cranky notion of 
an individual—has evidently sprung from the exceptionally 
‘tranquil’ conditions of life prevailing in certain small states which 
have for a rather long time stood on the side, and hope to stay on 
the side, of the bloody world highway of war. To be convinced of 
this, it is sufficient, for instance, to ponder over the arguments 
advanced by the Norwegian advocates of disarmament. ‘We are 
a small country,’ they say. ‘We have a small army, we can do 
nothing against the Great Powers and are, therefore, also power- 
less to resist being forcibly drawn into an imperialist alliance with 
one or the other group of Great Powers. . . . We want to be left 
in peace in our remote corner and continue to conduct our paro- 
chial politics, to demand disarmament, compulsory courts of 
arbitration, permanent neutrality, etc.’, (“permanent’ after the 
Belgian fashion, no doubt). 

The petty striving of petty states to stand aside, the petty- 
bourgeois desire to keep as far away as possible from the great 
battles of world history, to take advantage of one’s relatively 
monopolistic position in order to remain in hidebound passivity— 
this is the objective social environment which may ensure the 
disarmament idea a certain degree of success and a certain degree 
of popularity in some of the small states. Of course, this striving 
is reactionary and entirely based on illusions; for in one way or 
another imperialism draws the small states into the vortex of 
world economy and world politics, 

In Switzerland, for example, the imperialist environment 
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objectively prescribes two lines to the Labour movement. The 
opportunists, in alliance with the bourgeoisie, are trying to 
convert Switzerland into a republican-democratic monopolistic 
federation for obtaining profits from imperialist bourgeois 
tourists and to make this ‘tranquil’ monopolistic position as 
profitable and as tranquil as possible. 

The genuine Social-Democrats of Switzerland are striving to 
take advantage of the comparative freedom of Switzerland and 
its ‘international’ situation (proximity to the most highly cultured 
countries), the fact that Switzerland, thank God, has not ‘its own 
independent’ language, but three world languages, to widen, 
consolidate and strengthen the revolutionary alliance of the 
revolutionary elements of the proletariat of the whole of Europe. 
Switzerland, thank God, has not a “special’ language, but three 
world languages, precisely those that are spoken by the adjacent 
belligerent countries. 

If the twenty-thousand members of the Swiss Party were to pay 
a weekly levy of two centimes as a sort of ‘extra war tax’, we 
would have about twenty-thousand francs per annum, a sum more 
than sufficient to enable us periodically to publish in three lan- 
guages and to distribute among the workers and soldiers of the 
belligerent countries—in spite of the ban of the General Staffs— 
all the material containing the truth about the incipient revolt of 
the workers, about their fraternizing in the trenches, about their 
hope to use their arms in a revolutionary manner against the 
imperialist bourgeoisie of their ‘own’ countries, etc. 

All this is not new. This is exactly what is being done by the best 
papers, like La Sentinelle, Volksrecht, and the Berner Tagwacht; 
unfortunately, it is not being done on a sufficiently large scale. 
Only by such activity can the splendid decision of the Aarau Party 
Congress become something more than merely a splendid decision. 

The question that interests us now is: Does the demand for 
disarmament correspond to the revolutionary trend among the 
Swiss Social-Democrats? Obviously not. Objectively, ‘disarma- 
ment’ is an extremely national, a specifically national program of 
small states; it is certainly not the international program of 
international revolutionary Social-Democracy. 
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